that the UEA calibration scale was never revised since (except that for H-1301 and H-1211 the UEA scale is not used anymore in this paper)? Is the description in Fraser et al., 1999 still accurate? My main concern is that I cannot reproduce your scale conversion from UEA to NOAA-2006, when I compare the results in Fraser et al., 99 (UEA scale) to the present ones (NOAA-2006) , which presumably the fitted CGAA results in Table S1 are reported on (It would help to mention in the caption that these results are on NOAA-2006 for H-1301 and H-1211, and on UEA scale for the other two compounds). Your statement on p. 29294 l. 10 ff is confusing. 'The ratios of the UEA volumetric scale, used in previous work, to the NOAA-2006 gravimetric scale is 1.13 for H-1211? Is it not the other way around? As is written now, I would think that mole fraction reported on UEA are higher than those reported on NOAA-2006. That is clearly not the case when comparing the data sets. It may be less confusing if rephrased to something like 'the conversion between the two scales is such that mole fractions, previously reported on UEA must be multiplied by 1.13 to convert to NOAA-2006. But then comes the next confusion, e.g. take Fraser et al., 1996 values (2.0 ppt on UEA), and try to convert to the (fitted) new 1996 values of 2.45, that is clearly not a factor of 1.13 (or the reverse of it). This needs an explanation. The conversion also doesn't seem to be correct for H-1301 although there it is a bit more difficult to compare the measured flask values and the yearly means from the fit. For H-2402, the results in Table S1 (present work) and Table 1 (Fraser et al.) are both on the UEA scale, and the measurements for samples younger than 1998, which are not affected by the small nonlinearity issue, should then identical within the measurement precisions of the two data sets. Is this correct? If not, could you comment on agreement/disagreement. Same for H-1202.
Is it possible that not all samples show in Fraser et al., Table 1 were re-analyzed. It looks like the current data set before about 1990 looks much more sparse, particularly for H-1301.
While I recognize the very valuable listing of yearly Cape Grim mixing ratios from fitted C10613 data (Table S1) , it is really a pitty that you do not publish your measurement results of the CGAA, and I'd like to encourage you to do so in an additional table (given that the samples were really re-analyzed, which is not becoming clear to me when reading the manuscript). Such a table would allow for a comparison with (yet unpublished) CGAA halon measurements by other groups.
Are the numbers reported in para 4 those listed in Table S2 ? If so, this should be mentioned. Some of these numbers (e.g. p. 29300 l.4 , 3.0 Gg), don't seem to match those in Tables S2. Also, 
